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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1-20 are pending in this office action. 

2. Applicant's arguments, filed April 6, 2006, have been considered and are 
persuasive. However, a new ground of rejection is made. 

Rejections 

3. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 103 

4. Claims 1. 2-5, 10, and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Wrobleski (U.S. Patent No. 6,018,374) in view of Mead (U.S. Patent 
No. 5,680,454). 

Regarding claim 1 Wrobleski teaches a method for distorting a recording of 
projected images, the recording having a frame frequency, the method comprising the 
steps of: 

• Without varying the frame frequency of the projector, imposing an interference on 
the projected images at a frequency that renders the interference imperceptible 
to a human viewer (col. 2, lines 36-61), 
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o Wherein a difference between the interference frequency and the 

recording frame frequency is perceptible to a human (col. 2, lines 62-65). 

Wrobleski does not teach the interference is at a frame rate frequency, but rather 
at a frequency that renders the interference imperceptible (col. 2, lines 36-61). 
Similarly, Wrobleski does not teach the difference between the interference frame rate 
frequency and the recording frame frequency is perceptible, but rather at an 
interference frequency (col. 2, lines 62-65). 

Mead teaches the interference is at a frame rate frequency that renders the 
interference imperceptible (fig. 1), wherein the difference between the interference 
frame rate frequency and the recording frame frequency is perceptible (col. 2, line 52 
through col, 3, line 22). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to combine varying frame rate frequencies in order to distort a 
projected image, as taught by Mead, with the method of Wrobleski . It would have been 
obvious for such modifications because the varying frame rate distortion device of Mead 
can be swapped in place of the infrared projector of Wrobleski. Varying projection rates 
and displaying infrared images onto an already projected image are some of the 
disclosed ways to distort an image that is imperceptible to human viewers, but will be 
recorded by a camcorder. 



Application/Control Number: 09/592,472 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2136 

Regarding claim 2 . the combination of Wrobleski in view of Mead teaches 
wherein the step of imposing an interference includes the step of interrupting a 
projection of the projected images (see col. 2, lines 36-54 of Wrobleski). 

* Regarding claim 3 . the combination of Wrobleski in view of Mead teaches 
wherein the interference is characterized by a plurality of parameters, comprising the 
further step of varying at least one of the parameters (see fig. 2, ref, num 30, 32, 34 of 
Mead). 

Regarding claim 4 . the combination of Wrobleski in view of Mead teaches 
wherein the step of varying at least one of the parameters includes the step of 
dynamically varying at least one of the parameters (see col. 3; lines 23-57 of Mead, any 
item can be changed during projection of the image). 

Regarding claim 5 , the combination of Wrobleski in view of Mead teaches 
wherein the at least one of the parameters is selected from the group comprising duty 
cycle, frequency, amplitude, presentation order and wavelength (see abstract of Mead, 
the frame rate is varied). 

Regarding claim 10 . the combination of Wrobleski in view of Mead teaches 
wherein the interfering element includes a light source operable to project an image 
(see fig. 1 , ref. num 1 4 of Wrobleski). 
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Regarding claim 1 1 . Wrobleski teaches a method for operating a motion picture 
projector having a projector frame frequency, comprising the steps of: 

• Without varying the projector frame frequency, determining a recording device 
frame frequency (the recording device frame frequency is set at 30 fps as is 
standard with camcorders and other recording devices) 

• Blanking a projected image at a humanly imperceptible blanking frequency (col. 
2, lines 36-61), 

o Wherein a difference between the frame frequency and the blanking 
frequency is a humanly perceptible frame frequency (col. 2, lines 62-65): 

Wrobleski does not teach the blanking is at a frame rate frequency, but rather at 
a frequency that renders the interference imperceptible (col. 2, lines 36-61 ). Similarly, 
Wrobleski does not teach the difference between the blanking frame rate frequency and 
the recording frame frequency is perceptible, but rather at a blanking frequency (col. 2, 
lines 62-65). 

Mead teaches the blanking is at a frame rate frequency that renders the 
interference imperceptible (fig. 1 ), wherein the difference between the blanking frame 
rate frequency and the recording frame frequency is perceptible (col. 2, line 52 through 
col. 3, line 22). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to combine varying frame rate frequencies in order to blank a 
projected image, as taught by Mead, with the method of Wrobleski . It would have been 
obvious for such modifications because the varying frame rate distortion device of Mead 
can be swapped in place of the infrared projector of Wrobleski. Varying projection rates 
and displaying infrared images onto an already projected image are some of the 
disclosed ways to distort an image that is imperceptible to human viewers, but will be 
recorded by a camcorder. 

Claims 7. 8. 12. 13. 15. and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Wrobleski (USPN '374) in view of Mead (USPN '454), and further in 
view of Sato (U.S. Patent No. 6,041 ,158). 

Regarding claim 7 . the combination Wrobleski in view of Mead teaches all the 
limitations of claim 1 , above. However, the combination of Wrobleski in view of Mead 
does not teach separating the projected images into a plurality of colors, wherein the 
imposing step includes the further step of modulating at least one of the plurality of 
colors. 

Sato teaches separating the projected images into a plurality of colors (col. 6, 
lines 5-8), wherein the imposing step includes the further step of modulating at least one 
of the plurality of colors (fig. 4, ref. num 4). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to combine separating the image into a plurality of colors and 
modulating at least one color, as taught by Sato , with the method of Wrobleski/Mead . It 
would have been obvious for such modifications because the modulated color prevents 
copying of the video signal (see col. 7, lines 16-32 of Sato). 

Regarding claim 8 . the combination of Wrobleski in view of Mead/Sato teaches 
wherein the step of modulating the at least one color includes changing a time 
relationship of the at least one color with respect to at least one other of the plurality of 
colors (see col. 5, lines 8-18 of Sato). 

Regarding claim 12 , Wrobleski teaches a projection system for distorting a 
recording of projected images, the recording having a frame frequency, the system 
comprising: 

• An interfering element (fig. 1, ref. num 14); and 

• A controller coupled to the interfering element (col. 2, lines 45-49), 

o Wherein the controller, without varying the projected image frame 

frequency, causes the interfering element to impose an alteration on the 
projected images (col. 2, lines 36-61) and 

o Wherein a playback of a recording of the projected images displays 
humanly perceptible alterations (col. 2, lines 62-65). 
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Wrobleski does not teach the interference is at a frame rate frequency that is 
imperceptible to a human viewer, but instead the interference is at a frequency that is 

imperceptible to a human viewer (coL 2, lines 36-61). 

Mead teaches the interference is at a humanly imperceptible frame rate (fig. 1 
and col. 2, line 52 through col. 3, line 22). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the tirne the 
invention was made, to combine varying frame rate frequencies in order to distort a 
projected image, as taught by Mead , with the method of Wrobleski . It would have been 
obvious for such modifications because the varying frame rate distortion device of Mead 
can be swapped in place of the infrared projector of Wrobleski. Varying projection rates 
and displaying infrared images onto an already projected image are some of the 
disclosed ways to distort an image that is imperceptible to human viewers, but will be 
recorded by a camcorder. 

The combination of Wrobleski in view of Mead still does not teach the interfering 
element includes a color separator for separating image data into a plurality of colors. 



Sato teaches the interfering element includes a color separator for separating 
image data into a plurality of colors (col. 6, lines 5-8). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to combine separating image data into a plurality of colors, as 
taught by Sato , with the method of Wrobleski/Mead . It would have been obvious for 
such modifications because the separated colors are then modulated to prevent copying 
of the video signals (see coL 7, lines 16-32 of Sato). 

Regarding claim 13 , the combination of Wrobleski as modified by Mead/Sato 
teaches wherein the interfering element includes one selected from the group 
comprising a shutter, a filter, a light valve and a lens (the Examiner believes it to be 
inherent that the projection apparatus contains a shutter). 

Regarding claim 15 . the combination of Wrobleski in view of Mead/Sato teaches 
wherein the at least one of the parameters includes one parameter selected from the 
group comprising duty cycle, frequency, amplitude, brightness, intensity, presentation 
order and wavelength (see col. 6, lines 25-41 of Sato). 

Regarding claim 18 , the combination of Wrobleski in view of Mead/Sato teaches 
wherein the interfering element includes a light source operable to project an image 
(see fig. 1, ref. num 14 of Wrobleski). 
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Claims 9, 16. 17, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Wrobleski (USPN '374) in view of Mead (USPN '454) and Sato 
(USPN '158), and further in view of Kahn (U.S. Patent No. 5,394,274). 

Regarding claims 9, 16, 17, and 20, the combination of Wrobleski in view of 
Mead/Sato teach all the limitations of claims 1-5, 7, 8, 10-15, and 18, above. However, 
the combination of Wrobleski in view of Mead/Sato does not teach the specifics as 
detailed in the following claims. These claims perform steps that alter the colors of the 
projected image in a way that is imperceptible to the human eye, but is perceptible to a 
video recording device, therefore distorting the illegally recorded video to prevent 
usurpers from making profit from selling the illegal videos. Kahn teaches preventing 
copying of data by imposing inaudible noises into the data that would be picked up by a 
recorder, but not the human ear. Similarly, Kahn refers to documentation (col. 5, lines 
16-23) that studies the physiological differences of the human senses. This information 
lends to the suggestion of modifying the data in any method that would be recognized 
by a recording device, but not by the human senses. Rhoads (U.S. Patent No. 
6,122,403) suggests modulating the data in imperceptible ways to provide a watermark 
(col. 31, lines 20-37, col. 58, lines 34-60, and col. 68, lines 52-67). 

Regarding claim 9 , the combination of Wrobleski/Mead/Sato in view of Kahn 
teaches wherein the step of modulating the at least one color includes blanking the at 
least one color for an interval. 
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Regarding claim 16 . the combination of Wrobleski/Mead/Sato in view of Kahn 
teaches wherein the interfering element further includes: a light source operable to 
provide a light strip; a color separator operable to separate the light strip into colors light 
strips; a scanner for scanning the color light strips over a frame, wherein the color 
modulator varies the parameters over the color light strips. 

Regarding claim 17 . the combination of Wrobleski/Mead/Sato in view of Kahn 
teaches wherein the modulator varies a projection rate of the color light strips over the 
frame. 

Regarding claim 20 . the combination of Wrobleski/Mead/Sato in view of Kahn 
teaches wherein the detector determines frame-linked spatial entities, the separator 
operable to separate the frame-linked spatial entities into component colors, and the 
modulator operable to modulate the component colors of the frame-linked spatial 
entities. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

5. Claims 6. 14. and 19 would be allowable if rewritten to overcome the rejection(s) 
under 35 U.S.C. 112, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action and to include all of 
the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 
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Conclusion 



6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. U.S. Patent No. 6,809,792 to Tehranchi et al. cites pertinent 
information, however, the filing date is later than the instant application's filing date. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Brandon S. Hoffman whose telephone number is 571- 
272-3863. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30 - 5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ayaz R. Sheikh can be reached on 571-272-3795. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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